In Lithuania rules for the anonymization of court decisions were introduced in 2005.
INTRODUCTION
The goal is not an absolute one, as the necessity not to infringe the requirements of personal data protection which is part of right to privacy is stressed 8 Eotvos Karoly Institute, "Publicity in the Administration of Justice and the Disclosure of the Court Decisions" (2009): 10 // http://www.right2info.org/resources/publications/publications/EKINT%20-%20Publicity%20in%20the%20Administration%20of%20Justice_2009.pdf. 9 Ibid. ISSN 2029-0454 VOLUME 9, NUMBER 2 2016 154 in the resolution, 12 which means that in this case confrontation of two equal rights (right to expression and privacy right) occurs. In such cases in accordance with jurisprudence of the European Court of Human Rights (hereinafter-ECHR), restriction to any of the rights should be evaluated from the rule of law and the democratic necessity angles 13 . One of the main criteria for deciding which human right should be given priority in a case in which they overlap is the criteria of public interest, defined as a society's right to be informed about the private right of an individual, if such information has some public interest. 14 An earlier article 15 analyses existing regulation(s) on publishing judicial decisions (in criminal cases) in Lithuania and evaluates its compliance with the freedom to receive information. The article reviewed the international and supranational legal documents, decisions of the Court of Justice of European Union and the ECHR and scientific literature. The authors came to conclusion that in Lithuania the interest of privacy dominates over freedom of expression as anonymization of court decisions is an automatic one and the principle of proportionality is possibly infringed, especially if public persons are involved. 16 Accordingly, the authors proposed not to anonymise the personal data of public persons or when serious crimes are committed.
In this article the authors decided to find out in greater detail if the resolution enacted by the authority, the Judicial Council, is in accordance with the criteria "in accordance with the law" developed by the ECHR and the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Lithuania (hereinafter-CC or Constitutional Court interchangeably are used) when deciding if restrictions to a certain human right are in accordance with the established principles. It is of crucial importance as "the implementation of human rights and freedoms is directly linked with the opportunity of a human being to obtain information from various sources and make use of it. This is one of pluralistic democracy achievements ensuring the progress of society".
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In the second part of the article, anonymity of court decisions in supranational ( and it would be our task to find out if it is in accordance with national regulations.
IF THE FORM OF THE RESOLUTION IS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE NATIONAL CONSTITUTION
In the jurisprudence of the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Lithuania (hereafter in the text -Constitutional Court or CC interchangeably) it is emphasized that everything that is linked with human rights and freedoms must be regulated by means of laws including the limits on the implementation of freedom of information and that from the standpoint of both the theory of law and the practice of legislation, certain priority matters of society must be regulated only by law. In a democratic society, the priority is given to a human being; therefore, everything that is related to fundamental human rights and freedoms is regulated by law. This is grounded on the principle that the State is the major guarantor of human rights and freedoms (also the one which could violate these rights as it has power), which is possible to implement through separation of power principle.
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The principle of separation of powers and human rights and freedoms are the cornerstones of constitutional democracy. 26 The grounding aspects of this principle are established in the national constitution, providing that in Lithuania there is the classical model of 3 branches of power, where legislative powers are vested in Seimas, executive powers in government, and the judiciary is responsible for the implementation of justice. 27 In the jurisprudence of the Constitutional Court this principle is interpreted as the one meaning that "all branches of power are autonomous, independent, and capable of counterbalancing each other" 28 . Based on the separation of power principle, for our research it is very important to find out the legal status and functions of the judicial Council.
STATUS AND FUNCTIONS OF THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL
The legal basis for some special institution of judges with very limited and clearly defined functions is provided in the Constitution, stating that "a special institution of judges, as provided for by law, shall advise the President of the Republic on the appointment, promotion and transfer of judges, or their release from duties." 29 The establishment of such an institution is explained as one of the main guarantors of the principle of the actual independence of the judiciary.
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However, it is stressed that establishment of this kind of institution does not allow for the infringement of separation of power principle, and that this institution has limited powers as "any institution of judges may not be treated as an institution governing the whole judiciary ... and it may not be over-centralised in general."
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The Constitutional Court also extends the possible powers of this special institution in comparison of the cited article of the Constitution, stating that "the fullyfledgedness and independence of the judicial power pre-supposes its self-regulation and self-governance, which includes, inter alia, the organisation of the work of courts and the activities of the professional corps of judges," 32 which means that The next, equally important aspect is whether this institution is empowered at least with some powers of legislation, even though this power is inconsistent with the separation of powers principle and with the implementation of justice. 
THE PUBLICATION AND ANONYMIZATION OF THE COURT DECISIONS BY THE CJEU AND THE ECHR
In the first part of the article we argue that legal regulation existing in 
ANONYMITY OF DECISIONS AT THE CJEU
The Rules of Procedure of the CJEU (the Rules) are adopted by the CJEU and approved by the Council. They regulate litigation procedure, including anonymization principles of the decisions of the CJEU. Unlike in Lithuania, in the CJEU usually the decision is anonymized only if all litigation procedure is not public.
Thus the Rules directly connect the anonymity of all procedure with the anonymity of the published court decision.
Under the preliminary ruling procedure the national court has discretion to decide whether anonymity should be granted to the specific case. If the national court decides to give anonymity to the proceedings, the CJEU is obliged to respect that anonymity. However, if there is a request by a national court to render anonymity only to certain parties of the case, the CJEU itself decides whether it is necessary to give anonymity to these parties. Also, the CJEU is empowered to render anonymity to any person concerned in the case by its own motion or by the reasoned request of the party of the case.
However, the discretion of the CJEU is limited because under preliminary ruling procedure the CJEU contains information which is provided by the national court, including personal data. For this reason the national court itself decides which information to provide in references for preliminary ruling.
The CJEU gave around 28 preliminary rulings on the request of the Lithuanian
Courts. How many of them are anonymous? The logical chain would lead to the conclusion that if the protection of privacy requires anonymizing all publicly available court decisions, then the preliminary ruling of the CJEU should be anonymous also. However, the Lithuanian Courts never asked the CJEU to grant anonymity to the case. For this reason none of preliminary rulings of the CJEU given by the request of the Lithuanian courts are anonymous.
The authors were unable to find what percentage of preliminary rulings of the CJEU are anonymous; however, the overview leads to the conclusion that anonymity of the preliminary ruling is an exception to the main rule. Anonymous preliminary rulings usually deal with private life issues such as changing of sex, ability to get widow pension for transsexual partner, etc. 
ANONYMITY OF DECISIONS IN THE ECHR
The Rules of Court are adopted by the Plenary Court. They regulate the litigation procedure, including the anonymity of published decisions of the ECHR. As The analysis shows that the CJEU and the ECHR authorize anonymity to decisions only in exceptional cases. Another difference is that in the CJEU and in the ECHR the anonymization of court decisions is directly linked with the anonymity of all judicial procedure, but not only separately with the published court decisions.
The differences explained above may lead (and have led) to situations when, in the same case, the decision of a Lithuanian court is anonymized and judgment of the ECHR or preliminary rulings of the CJEU are not.
POLICY REGARDING ANONYMIZATION OF COURT DECISIONS IN THE MEMBER STATES
It is evident that legal regulation regarding the anonymization of court 
THE TYPE OF LEGAL ACTS WHICH SET THE RULES ON ANONYMIZATION OF PUBLISHED COURT DECISIONS
Usual practice is that legal acts setting the principles of anonymization of the However, despite substantial differences some common trends exist. In all countries the right to access to information and the right to privacy are protected regardless of the type of legislation, which sets the rules of anonymization and publication of court decisions. As a rule, in all Members States sensitive personal data is anonymized, for example: data of minors, and family cases. Also the data can be anonymized by the request of the parties or by the courts own motion.
Usually the courts do not anonymize the data of public agencies or data of the public persons.
Comparing the legal regulation on the anonymization of the court decisions in Lithuania there are some significant deviations from common trends. First, analysing the legal framework of the anonymization of court decisions it is obvious that Lithuania lacks basic principles of anonymization on a legislative level.
Comparing the content of rules on anonymization of the court decisions the distinctive feature of the Lithuanian rules is their inflexibility and simplicity. The regulation simply declares that all court decisions before publication should be anonymized. Such one-sided regulation fails to balance various legal interests and
give absolute safeguard to protection of private life; however such regulation ignores the right of access to information. The rules make no distinction between public and private persons, general competence courts and administrative courts.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The expression "in accordance with the law" is treated by the ECHR as covering two aspects: the form and contents of the legal act. The criteria of the form, which is discussed in the article, is explained rather liberally by the ECHR and mostly is left for the discretion of national authorities, and as the ECHR states, the national authorities, notably the courts, are empowered to interpret and apply domestic law.
The following analyses lead to the conclusion that the Judicial Council, which enacted the rules for the anonymization of court decisions, is not and could not be In the CJEU and the ECHR the anonymity to the decisions is authorized only in exceptional cases and is directly linked with the anonymity of all judicial procedure, which means that in such cases anonymization of the Court decision in Lithuania is questionable. The anonymization of court decisions in the EU Member States also differ significantly both regarding the legal basis and the content of the anonymization; however, decisions against public persons usually are not anonymized.
The authors suggest that the legislator itself should provide clear and specific criteria regarding anonymization of court decisions in Lithuania, whereas the
